
incumbents' assertion, frequently with no proof whatsoever, that they own the inside wiring, or

have a right to exercise dominion over the wiring under an agreement with the building owner

and/or a state mandatory access law, In the Boston area RCN is currently unable to serve many

hundreds of potential subscribers in MDUs in which it has placed a drop from its fiber optic

system because some building owners will not allow overbuilding and the incumbent will not

share use of the wiring with RCN, It should be emphasized that in such cases RCN has offered to

negotiate terms and conditions for the lease or purchase of such wiring, but has consistently been

rebuffed in such efforts.:lliI

The Commission has attempted to address this issue through the adoption of complex

video inside wiring rules.~ These rules, however, do not go far enough to compel fair access to

inside wiring. Indeed, some 10 months ago RCN sought an informal letter ruling from the

Bureau with respect to the proper interpretation of the "demarcation point" concept as set forth in

the Commission's inside wiring rules - an interpretation which, in RCN's opinion, would have

materially assisted it in gaining access to hundreds of potential subscribers who were

unreachable because the incumbent has refused to allow RCN access to its wiring even after

ll' In these circumstances, the incumbents give lip service to welcoming competition, but
of course do everything in their power to make such competition impossible. The incremental
revenue from leasing access to wiring is, presumably, far less important than the attempt to
freeze RCN out of the building in question altogether, and to create a hostile climate for other
potential entrants.

121 See 47 C.F.R. sections 76.800-806; See also Telecommunications Services Inside
Wiring, CS Docket No. 95-184, Implementation ofthe Cable Television Consumer Protection
and Competition Act of I 992: Cable Home Wiring, MM Docket No. 92-260, Report and Order
and Second Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 13 FCC Rcd 3659, recon. pending, appeal
pending sub nom. Charter Communications, Inc. v. FCC, (8th Cir., Case No. 97-4120).
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RCN offered to negotiate equitable arrangements to share costs. lQi Numerous pleadings were

subsequently filed addressing the RCN request. Sadly, to date RCN has received no response

whatsoever from the Cable Services Bureau; its request for immediate relief, narrowly conceived

to minimize its impact in factually different circumstances, has gone unaddressed and as a result

hundreds of potential subscribers have been denied the opportunity to subscribe to an alternative

MVPD service. In an industry which evolves as quickly and which is still as heavily regulated as

telecommunications, administrative inaction covering very nearly an entire year is simply

unreasonable.!!! Indeed, it is itself a barrier to the development of competition.

D. Denial Of Access To Essential Programming

The Notice oflnquiry seeks information on a number of issues which, from RCN's

perspective, are interrelated. These include access to programming,llI the effects of clustering,llI

and the carriage of sports programming.Hi Programming is of course essential to MVPD

competition since in the absence of appealing programming nothing else matters. RCN has

found it necessary to file a number of program access complaints against Cablevision, one of its

lQi See RCN letter of September 23, 1998, characterized by the Bureau as a Petition for
Special Relief (CSR-5311).

!!! Even a negative response is better than none whatever since a denial of relief can be
the basis of a judicial appeal or serve as evidence of the need for legislation.

21' Notice, par. 28.

ll' Td ar 25" "' p. .

Hi'd ar 22" ., p. .
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entrenched competitors in the Boston and New York markets. A program access complaint filed

by RCN-BecoCom in 1997 was subsequently resolved by the parties in RCN's favor.~

More recently, in May of this year RCN filed a complaint against Cablevision involving

Cablevision's denial of sports programming to RCN in New York City.lQ! As noted above, RCN

currently serves approximately 50,000 subscribers in New York. Cablevision serves some 2.7

million subscribers in the city and surrounding suburban areas, as a result of the acquisition by it

last year of some 850,000 TCI subscribers in the New York area.Ei Cablevision also owns the

sports programming rights to 7 of the 9 professional teams in the New York area, and owns

outright two of those 9 teams, as well as Madison Square Garden. It is thus overwhelmingly

dominant in the sports programming market in New York City. Sports programming is widely

understood in the MVPD industry to be crucial to any competitor. It is highly sought after by

subscribers and is therefore an ideal weapon in the incumbents' anticompetitive arsenal. RCN

alleged that, in early 1999, Cablevision had unlawfully withdrawn certain sports programming

which RCN had previously been carrying and which RCN believed was an important element in

its efforts to establish a competitive foothold in the New York City market. RCN alleged that

Cablevision's withdrawal of the sports programming, which coincided with a shift in the

distribution technology from satellite to terrestrial means, violated both §628(b) and 628(c) of

III Interface Communications Group, Inc., Digital Broadband Applications Corp., and
RCN v. Cablevision Systems Corp., et ai, 12 FCC Rcd 6052 (1997).

lQ! RCN Telecom Services ofNew York, Inc. v. Cablevision Systems Corporation, et ai,
File No. 99-CSR 99-5404-P.

Ei In the Matter ofCablevision Systems Corp., FTC File No. 971-0095, 63 FR 5545
(1998).
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the Communications Act.l"! RCN noted that sports programming is crucial for any MVPD

distributor and that it had been deluged with complaints from its subscribers about the loss of the

programming.

In its Answer Cablevision claimed that, because the programming at issue had been

moved from satellite to terrestrial distribution, § 628 of the Act was irrelevant. It noted also that

RCN was still able to carry most of the sports programming it had been carrying earlier and that

the withdrawn programming had been integrated into a suite oflocal programs. Significantly,

Cablevision also relied on the Comea,I'! decisions -- two prior Bureau rulings involving the denial

of sports programming to two DBS providers in the Philadelphia market..12! RCN believes that

these prior rulings of the Cable Bureau are wrong as a matter of law but in any case are factually

distinguishable from its own complaint. These rulings, however, stand for the proposition that

the Cable Bureau does not believe it has authority under § 628 of the Communications Act to

enforce program access provisions for terrestrially distributed programming, and undoubtedly are

of great potential importance to the future of MVPD competition both from DBS and from other

MVPD competitors. The RCN complaint is currently before the Cable Bureau.

The two Philadelphia area program access complaints are also before the Cable Bureau

on petitions for reconsideration filed by the two DBS complainants. These two complaints and

RCN's provide an adequate factual basis for the Cable Bureau or the full Commission, sua

sponte, to face up to the commercial reality that the cable industry is resorting to terrestrial

~! 47 U.S.c. § 548(b) and (c) .

.12! DirecTVv. Corneas! Corp., DA 98-2151, reI. Oct. 27,1998. EchoS!ar
Communications Corp. v. Corneas! Corp., DA 99-235, reI. Jan. 26, 1999.
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transmission in large part to avoid the program access provisions of § 628 of the Act. The

Bureau's narrow and mechanistic reading of that section of the Act in the Corneast proceedings

illustrate yet another direction in which regulation itself has become a substantial barrier to the

development of MVPD competition. In each of the three cases one of the crucial issues is

whether § 628 of the Act is applicable to programming which is being distributed by terrestrial

means rather than by satellite. Complainants have contended that it is applicable,

notwithstanding the reference in § 628 to "satellite cable programming," citing legislative

history, public policy, and other provisions of the Communications Act, including sections 4(i)

and 303(r).i!!'

RCN contends in its complaint that the authority granted to the Commission in § 628 is

not limited to cable programming distributed by satellite and that its broad authority under

sections 4(i) and 303(r), which permit the Commission to take action necessary to carry out its

broad mandate, are themselves sufficient to give the Commission jurisdiction to address

instances in which vertically integrated program distributors deny programming to their

competitors in violation of the overarching purpose of § 628(a), i.e., to "promote the public

interest, convenience, and necessity by increasing competition and diversity in the multichannel

video programming marketplace."iLI The RCN complaint cites language from the Supreme

Court's seminal decision in Us. v. Southwestern Cable Co., 392 U.S. 157 (1968), in which the

Court sustained the FCC's assertion of regulatory authority over cable television systems even

iQi 47 U.S.C. § I54(i) and 303(r).

±!I 47 U.S.C. § 548(a).
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though no provision of the Act as it then existed purported to give the Commission such

authority. In doing so, the Court emphasized at length the breadth and scope of the

Commission's authority:

The Commission's authority to regulate broadcasting and other communications is
derived from the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. The Act's provisions
are explicitly applicable to 'all interstate and foreign communication by wire or radio
***, 47 U.S.c. s I52(a). The Commission's responsibilities are no more narrow:
it is required to endeavor to make available*** to all the people of the United States
a rapid, efficient, Nation-wide, and world-wide wire and radio communication
service ***." 47 U.S.C. s 15 I. The Commission was expected to serve as the 'single
Government agency' with' unified jurisdiction' and 'regulatory power over all forms
ofelectrical communication, whether by telephone, telegraph, cable, or radio." It was
for this purpose given 'broad authority.' Id. at 167-8 (footnotes omitted).

In its complaint RCN also contends that because the programming in issue had previously been

distributed by satellite and that there is a reasonable basis to believe the very purpose of moving

the programming from satellite to terrestrial means was specifically to evade the provisions of §

628, the Bureau should grant RCN discovery rights to explore such questions.

This proceeding is not the forum in which to seek resolution of the merits ofRCN's

pending program access complaint. The nature of that complaint, however, and the kind oflegal

issue which it presents to the Bureau and to the Commission is relevant to the question posed in

the Notice ofinquiry about barriers to MVPD competition. For a nascent competitor like RCN it

is difficult enough to challenge immensely larger entrenched operators like Time Warner and

Cablevision. While RCN hopes to ultimately establish a significant market share in the New

York metropolitan area, as of now it has only slightly more than one (I) percent of the market. It

must rely on the dominant ILEC in the market, Bell Atlantic-New York, to provide conduit space

for its fiber optic network in Manhattan. When the Cable Services Bureau adopts narrow,
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legalistic or static interpretations oflaw which predictably have the effect of further stifling

competition, the market entry challenges are vastly enlarged. RCN does not expect the

Commission to create jurisdiction where it has none. But where there is uncertainty, ambiguity,

or latitude within the four corners of Congressional mandates, the Commission should be

adopting approaches which advance overriding public policy, i. e., approaches which stimulate

new competition and facilitate existing competition. Its failure to do so becomes, as noted

above, itself a serious barrier to new competition.

E. Difficulty In Accessing Local Rights-Of -Way On Fair And Reasonable
Terms

RCN has encountered virtually universal enthusiasm among municipal or county

franchise authorities for the entry of a substantial alternative service provider.:!Y Nevertheless,

serious governmental barriers to such entry exist. In its Initial Comments filed in the

Commission's 1998 review of MVPD competition, RCN observed that access to local rights-of-

way on fair and reasonable terms was a widespread and growing problem.:!Y RCN will not

reiterate here its prior citations to relevant provisions of law or to the Commission's numerous

cases interpreting those provisions. It will advise the Commission, however, that the message

concerning the limited scope oflocal authority in respect to use of public rights-of-way is not

being received. Indeed, the intervening 12 months have only exacerbated the problem. As

municipal authorities become more aware of the potential for raising revenue by imposing

unreasonable fees on new competitors, the need to confront such pressures becomes ever more

U See Appendix B hereto.

:!Y RCN, Initial Comments in Docket No. 98-102, at 17-19.
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steady. By way of illustration in one community served by an RCN MVPD operator local

authorities attempted to impose a franchise fee which was based both on video and on any future

telecommunications revenues. Such a fee would have violated § 622(b) of the Communications

Act±!' and might well have been unlawful under other provisions of the Act. In another

jurisdiction local authorities asserted virtually unconstrained power to grant or deny rights to

continued use of public rights-of-way and to alter fees in mid-stream unilaterally. In a third

jurisdiction, concessions which were commercially unreasonable were sought from RCN as the

quid pro quo for use of public rights-of-way and which, if accepted, would have largely

destroyed the commercial viability of the proposed new MVPD competition. On numerous

occasions RCN has been faced with the expectation that as a newcomer RCN would agree to use

underground conduit for distribution, even though the incumbent telecommunications and cable

companies rely on overhead distribution.

RCN understands that municipal authorities are under pressure to find new sources of

revenue and that growth in the telecommunications industry makes that industry look like easy

pickings. Nevertheless, the necessity to negotiate community-by-community for reasonable

rates, the necessity to explain the limits on local authority arising from the Communications Act,

and the delay which these negotiations invariably involve, create substantial barriers to the

growth of MVPD competition. The Commission's Notice ofinquiry in WT Docket No. 99-217,

addressing these issues in the context of telecommunications carriers and section 253 of the

:!3.i 47 U.S.c. § 552(b). See. e.g, section 62J(b)(3).
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Act,i2 is laudable and RCN suggests that the Commission explicitly broaden that proceeding to

cover MVPDs. The obligations on municipal or state franchising authorities set forth in section

253 of the Act apply in principle as well to management of public rights-of-way in the case of

wireline MVPD providers, as the Commission has made clear in prior decisions. These

obligations apply both in the case of traditional Title VI franchised cable companiesi2! and for

OVS providers.i2' The focus of the Inquiry which RCN suggests the Commission initiate (or the

broadening of the above-mentioned Docket No. 99-217 Inquiry), should be to set forth for the

use of local authorities clearly and succinctly the limits of the extent to which they can burden

telecommunications providers (including video distributors) with fees, conditions, charges, taxes

or contingent liabilities. In other words, the Commission should construe sections 653 and 253

~ Promotion ofCompetitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets, FCC 99
141, reI. July 7th

, 1999.

i£i See, e.g., TCI Cablevision ofOakland County, 12 FCC Rcd. 21396, 9 CR 730 (1997),
citing section 621 (b)(3)(B) of the Act, 47 U.S.C. section 541(b)(3)(B) ("franchising authority
may not impose any requirement under this title that has the purpose or effect of prohibiting,
limiting, restricting, or conditioning the provision of a telecommunications service by a cable
operator or an affiliate thereof"). Citing the Conference Report that accompanied this language,
the Commission noted that its intent is to "preserve the powers oflocal governments to manage
the use of the public rights-of-way and to receive compensation for [their use] consistent with the
stated standards that such actions be nondiscriminatory, competitively neutral and that fees be
fair and reasonable." Id. at' 65.

i2' In Implementation ofSection 302 ofthe Telecommunications Act of I996, (Second
Report and Order), II FCC Red 18,223 (1996), reversed and remanded, in part, on other
grounds sub nom. City ofDallas v. FCC, 165 F.3rd 341 (5th Cir., 1999), the Commission notes
that state and local authorities may impose conditions on an OVS operator for use of the rights
of-way, "so long as such conditions are applied equally to all users of the rights-of-way (i.e., are
nondiscriminatory and competitively neutral)." (footnote omitted). "Conversely, state and local
authorities may not impose specific conditions on use of the rights-of-way that are umelated to
their management function or that apply to an open video system operator differently than they
apply to other users of the rights-of-way." Id. at 18,330.
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of the Act,'!.!! and related provisions and doctrines of federal preemption, so as to provide

guidance to local authorities, and, if necessary, follow-up in instances where the overriding

federal purposes expressed in the Communications Act are being thwarted by local authorities.

F. Adverse Judicial Action

In City ofDallas v. Federal Communications Commission, 165 F.3d 341 (5th Cir. 1999),

recon. den. May 28, 1999, the Court reviewed the Commission's OVS rules and affirmed in part

and remanded and vacated in part, certain of those rules. Among the rules vacated was

§ 76.1502;zt which preempts local OVS franchising. By doing so, the Court's opinion

undermines the very core of the Congress' and Commission's scheme for stimulating investment

in the OVS mode of MVPD competition, with OVS operators now subjected to the possibility of

multitudinous, inconsistent, uncertain, and delayed regulatory restrictions and obligations.S!! In

other words, one of the major trade-offs for an OVS operator's obligation to open up to one-third

of its system to legitimate, unaffiliated VPPs!.1! - namely, freedom from the burdens oflocal

franchising - no longer exists. It was for this very reason that both the Commission, and RCN

sought reconsideration of City ofDallas from the 5th Circuit Court of Appeals. Both the

Commission and RCN argued that the Court's decision was erroneous as a matter of statutory

construction and would undermine Congressional intent in adopting § 653 of the

i.!! 47 U.S.C. § 573 and § 253.

:!2i 47 C.F.R. § 76.1502.

S!! RCN has already been subjected in one community to the possibility of having to
secure an OVS franchise in a process which could take 15 months or longer and involve
numerous impedimentia which are not applicable to traditional cable franchising.

!.1! 47 C.F.R. § 76.1503(c).
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Communications Act of 1996. Unfortunately, the Court denied such reconsideration, and as a

result, the viability of OVS, which already was uncertain even with the federal preemption of

local OVS franchising in place, has been even further eroded.g'

Although Congress anticipated that the OVS model would be of particular interest to

incumbent local exchange telephone companies, it is by now apparent that the OVS model has

not been attractive to them. RCN is the only entity of any significant size and financial depth to

adopt the OVS approach. The damage done to the commercial appeal of the OVS model by the

5th Circuit's decision compounds the commercial uncertainty of the OVS approach. It therefore

becomes even more urgent than it was previously that the Cable Bureau interpret its own rules in

a way which maximizes the commercial attraction of OVS, rather than, as it has done heretofore,

compel RCN to disclose sensitive system and corporate data to its immediate local MVPD

competitors. It is also crucial to the success of the OVS model that the Commission seek a writ

of Certiorari in the Supreme Court to review and reverse the decision of the 5th Circuit.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In these Initial Comments RCN has demonstrated that it is progressing steadily in its plan

to enter the MVPD market, both as an OVS operator and as a traditional Title VI cable

franchisee. It is doing so, however, as part of its overall plan to provide four principal categories

of service to the residential market. IfRCN's only commercial interest were in the provision of

competitive MVPD services it is questionable whether the company would have committed so

g' In its Petition for En Bane Rehearing in the 5th Circuit, the Commission itself alluded
to the severe impact the Court's ruling would have on OVS: "It is difficult - if not impossible
to imagine why any company would choose to provide OVS service if it is required both to
obtain a local franchise and to share its channel capacity with other programmers." Petition, at 4
(emphasis in original).
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much tlnancial and human capital to the penetration of such a monopolistic industry. As an

entrepreneurial enterprise RCN of course expects to take risks and to be rewarded (or punished)

for having done so. But one of those risks should not be the indifference or even resistance of

regulators. Congress has made plain its desire - indeed its expectation - that the Commission

will use the statutory tools it has been given to facilitate the entry of competition, not for the sake

of competitors but in the long-term interest of the public in having a competitive industry.

The wisdom of Congresses' views is apparent in the effects RCN's entry has had on the

entrenched monopolists and in the universal enthusiasm of local franchising oftlcials to have a

competitive provider of MVPD services. But more is necessary: the Commission must, itself

and through its Cable Services Bureau, adopt an active, pro-competitive stand, and, consistent

with that orientation, adopt decisions which foster rather than impede competition. Indeed, in

respect both to inside wiring and program access, both of which are crucial for successful

competitive entry, the Commission must overcome its reluctance to aggressively interpret its

broadly written enabling statute. It must acknowledge and act upon the commercial reality that

incumbents resort to every conceivable tactic to delay, burden, or postpone competitive entry.

Similarly, interpretations of OVS rules which strain their plain language to protect the

incumbent, dominant cable industry make no sense and can only have the effect of curtailing or

delaying the development of a competitive environment in the MVPD marketplace.

If the Commission concludes, notwithstanding RCN's contentions in its various

submissions that sections 4(i) and 303(r) of the Act, together with various provisions of Title VI

give the Commission all the authority it needs to promote MVPD competition, that it simply

lacks adequate statutory authority, RCN urges it to make every effort to forrnally advise the
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Congress of such views and to seek remedial legislation. The purpose, after all, of the

Commission's extensive annual gathering of data and the presentation of its analysis in response

to section 628(g) of the Act is not to discharge an abst~act obligation but is to keep the Congress

informed about this important subject matter, and to advise the Congress when, in the

Commission's expert opinion, new or additional legislation is required to properly serve the

public interest.2 RCN recognizes that it is only one player among many in the MVPD

marketplace. It is, however, symbolic of the kind of entry the Congress and the Commission

have desired: adequately funded, dynamic, technologically sophisticated and forward-looking.

Simply put, if the regulatory environment were more reliably and affirmatively pro-competitive,

RCN has no doubt that it could have made substantially more progress than it has so far been

able to achieve.

Respectfully submitted,

RCN CORPORATION

By:
W' liam . ishman

thy 1. Cooper
SWIDLER BERLIN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007
(202) 424-7500

Counsel for RCN Corporation

August 6, 1999

2 In the previously cited hearings before the House Telecom Subcommittee a senior
Commission official noted, with respect to the Commission's authority to address inside wiring
issues, that "it would save a lot of time, effort, and sleepless nights for us if the Congress were so
inclined to tell us FCC go this far, don't go any further than this and just what the standards
would be." Transcript at 39.
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APPENDIX A

RCN SERVICE CONNECTIONS

Advanced Fiber On-Net Fourth Quarter, 1998 First Quarter, 1998

Voice 30,868 4,473

Video 86,349 15,599

Data 6,176 267

Subtotal On Net 123,393 20,339

Off-Net

Voice 65,022 40,447

Video 175,313 227,558

Data 491,633 370,271

Subtotal Off Net 731,968 638,276

Total Service Connections 855,361 658,615

Advanced Fiber Homes 304,505 63,386
Passed

Marketable Homes 270,406 N/A
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ii:(Jity;hopes cable pactJmeaDs,a rate war!

GlO8£ STAFF PHOTO I GEORGE RIZER

Michael J. Mahoney. president 01 RCN; took '1nestlons yesterday as Mayor Thomas M. Menloo looked on.

1~f..RC!'f .
'Continued from Page A1

·~tif: '" A, Cablevision spokesman de
II ' clmed" to respond to the mayor's

conunenta, other than to note that an
Internet service announcement

:would be forthcoming this fall. The
·;company also issued a statement
·~ "RCN's history is littered
willi broken promises and multiple
government investigations. We're
not the least bit afraid of competi
tion, and we will not be outhustled or
outmarketed by anyone."

Cablevision executives recently
~pproached,city officials about rais
ipg cable TV rates again next year.
The "tis corporate counsel, Merita
Hopkins, conlinned that the discus
sions had taken place but said no
specific numbers have been dis
cussed. ~

In a filing with state regulators,
Cablevision has indicated it legally
could raise basic cable rates $2.89 a
month, or 27 percent, next year.
Cablevision's popular Optimum Ser
vice, which increased in price 6.5

h percent this year, is no longer sub-
· joot to regulatory controls. Ccmpany

officials say no decisions have been
nulde abou~ rate hikes for next year.

. officialS in Boston and other mu
nlcipalitfus' are countin,g on competi
tion to keep cable TV ratea in check,
'now that price regulations covering
the bulk of the average customer's
cable bill have expired.

RCN, which is 49 percent owned
by Boston Edison, eventually plans
to challenge cable TV ~roviders in 65
Greater Boston communities. RCN
ofl'era low-cost cable TV ratea and
competitive· phone and Internet

prices. It has systems operating in forced cable TV companies to mod
Somerville, Arlington, Newton, and erate rate increases: The exception
Waltham, and is constrncting more has been Time' Warner,'which froze
than a dozen others. rates in Somerville.~o years ago in

The company has alreadY wired resppnse to, RQN. MediaOne, which
10 percent of Boston, under an inter- competes against ReN in ,Arlington
im deal with the city that allowed the and Newton and is in the process of
company to cherry-pick service acquiring Time Warner's systems in
areas while building a network that Massachusetts, hiked its rates 5
could be rented to competitors. The percent this year.
new franchise agreement conunits '" WPlle )nunlcipalities have gener
RCN to wire the entire d~ and ally welcomed RCN, the company
drops the renting requirement. .:has had ~wing paina. Municipal of-

Competition from RCN and sat- 'Jlcials h&v~ grumbled about the com
ellite broadcasterS like DirecTV has _ pany'a.1ac!I ot ~)lO1lll\l, and analysts

, ' ,":' .",','.; '.' .. " ,",

have criticized the company's cus
tomer service response, particularly
for high-speed Internet service.

RCN in the past has been tight
lipped about its customer base in
Massachusetts, and yesterday offi
cials gave conflicting numbers. A
company spokesman said RCN had
27,500 connections in Boston, with a
connection being a hookup for any
type of phone, cable, or Internet ser
vice. A customer with all three ser
vices would represent three connec
tions. The spokesman declined to
.provide more detailed infonnation.



HERAlD F'
HEW DEAL: RCH Corp., headed by David McCourt, above, yesterday signed a lS·year deal with Boston, enabling It to offer ~ble.
and Internet service In Boston.

Boston strikes deal with R~
By JOE BARTOLOTTA

Mayor Thomas Menino
slanuned Cablevision yesterday
while inking a l5-year deal enabling
its rival RCN Corp.. to also offer
cable, phone and Internet service
to Boston's 280,<XlO households.

Merlino hopes the head-to-head
showdown will cut the cost of
those services and force Cable-vi
sion Systems Corp. to make good
on its promised network upgrades.

"Cablevision has promised a lot,
but rm still. waiting for: $Orne of
these proiii!Ses'rruide"25 years ago,"
Menino said ,.

The RCN deal replaces a tenta- Princeton. N.J.. in a joint venture
tive one the city signed in 1997. It with BEC Energy, the parent com
expired yesterday. pany of Boston Edison Co., will in

Cablevision executives declined stall a $250 million broadband net
to respond to Merlino but issued a work across the city over the next
general statement four years.

"The people of Boston are too RCN will share 5 percent of its
smart to be fooled by another ver- revenue with the city - the same
sion of the same RCN press release amount Cablevision pays.
we've seen over the past severaJ RCN also agreed to install a $10
years," said Cablevision spokesman million fiber-optic network in all
jolm Urban. "RCN's history is lit- city offices and schools.
tered with broken promises. We're Cablevision had made the same
not the least bit afraid of competi- pledge last year and says the work
tien and we will not be outhustled is under way.
or outrnatketed by anyone." ~. ,- 'J1le/,rqay.or,. !Iowever, said the

lJnder yesterday's deal RCN of company's not moving fast enough

.on that project - or on
posed upgrade of city--own
ing for the elderly.

RCN says !t plans to off
phone and Net services iI
and 64 surrounding cornrr

When RCN entered So
Time Warner dropped its
11 percent. Boston hopes f(
lar response.

Critics in communities
Hudson, though, have ,
RCN makes big promist
slow to deliver.

RCN can't say how m

Tum to Page 32



IBoston strikes
deal with HeN

From Page 29

tomers it has signed up since entering
the region four years ago. It began in
Boston by targting easy-to-wire loca
tions like big apartment buildings. It
now has 27.500 connections in the
city, which could be either phone, ca
ble or Internet service, a spokesman
said. No further breakdown was avail
able.

Cahlevision is challenging ReN's
joint venture with BEC Energy.

In May; Cablevision won the support
ofAttorney General Thomas Reilly, who
urged the state Department of Telecom
munications and Energy to fine BEe,
nullify the deal and force the company
to sell a venture he says is.wrongly fund-
ed by electric customers~ ..

Thomas May, chairman of BEe En
ergy, said he's.confident the DTE will
support the joint venture. It will make
the company stronger. he said, ulti
mately resulting in lower cable. Inter·
net and electric rates.

If the agency rules against BEe En~

ergy, May said, RCN could restructure
its IS-year deal with the city to include
another corporation, be said.
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What cable
competition
can buy

BY SUSAN DANSEYAR
STAFF WRITER

If Town Hall's experience is any indication,
residents will benefit from the competitive
market created by two cable providers.

That's the opinion of AI Minervini, Arling
tori's comptroller and coordinator of the data
processing department. Minervini was on the
team th~t negotiated a contract last summer
with ReS' den!1aJ Communicatioos ~twmk

Inc. (RCN) of80Ston and Boston Edison. .
In August, the Board of

Selectmen approved the
joint venture of Residen
tial Communications
Network Inc. of Boston
and Boston Edison, com
monly referred to as RCN,
to take advantage of the

competition that the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 encourages.

Arlington is one of the first communities in
the country to be serviced by RCN and to have
a competitor going head-to-head with its tra
ditional cable proVider, MediaOne. So far, in
the state, RCN is contracted to service only
Arlington, Somerville and 80ston.

The town has already benefited from the
competitive marketplace, just in terms of nego
tiating contracts, Minervini said. "We could say
to them, 'MediaOne gave me this, or RCN gave
'me that,' and the town was able to get as good
or even a bettcr ofkr frolll M'l"lIiaOll(' and RCN
..It different times," he said.

Selectmen do not endorse one pmvider over
:lH_ uthcr but negotiate<.i a cOfltract with keN
to promote a competitive marketplace so
Arlington residents might shop for lh~ best
service and rates, according to Town Counsel
John Mahr.

Mahr said the major benefits for Arlington,
as dictated by MediaOne's contract, are an
Institutional Network (I-Net) permitting
transmission from all municipal buildings at
no cost, saving the town a substantial amount
of money; an edu~atjo_~al ~.rant _C2!". S150,000

A.' ,r , .... _...... '''C'~ ,->

SERVING THE RESIDENTS OF ARLINGTON SINCE 1872

BEARS WATCHING

STAff Pl-10TO BY ELlEN BUU(lC1I

Ethan Wong, 21 months, appears uncertain what to make of the collection of finely dressed teddy
bears at Sunday's 'Get Teddy Ready••• for Christmas' parade held at the Arlington DeWolfe of New
England. The bears will be donated to needy children by the Salvation Army.

---._-----_._--------------------



Town benefits from cable competition

STAFF ""'OTO e' SUSAI< 00V<S£l

RCN ha establl.tted • local preMnCe In ArtIncton, wlttl Its M..-.chuMtts Avenue customer Mtrice center.

SERVING THE RESIDENTS OF ARUNGTON SINCE t872

Advocate

describes as a NbroadNlineup th
includes channels other provide
cannot get.

MediaOne, accordingtoJenkil,
son, is providing the new servio
offered by other companies, no,
that it has upgraded to a broa'
band network. Currently, he sai.
MediaOne provides three tiers,
basic cable as well as high-spet
Internet access. Soon, he adde.
MediaOne will offer customers
local telephone service as well.

Prices
According to Maiella, RCl\

prices are 5 percent below 8<
Atlantic for local telephone se
vice: 9.9 cents a minute anywhe
at any time of day or night r,
long distance service; S27.95 P'
month for basic cable servic
$19.95 per month for dial·u
Internet access; and $39.95 po
month for high.speed Intern·
access.

Basic cable monthly charg,
drop to S24.95 when packagt
with local telephone service; an
dial-up Internet access can be
low as S13.95 per month whe
customers sign up for a multi-ye;
deal, Maiella said.

MediaOne's prices, according 1
the listings sheet, will inclu(
Digita[ Telephone Services early i
1999. [n direct competition wit
Bell Atlantic, the local telephor
service will be prOVided ov,
MediaOne's network and indue
t 7 different features such as ca
waiting and voice mail. The prll
when included in a package, Jenl
inson said, will be $26.95 P'
month compared with 8<
Atlantic's price of approximale
SSO and RCN'sof approXimately
percent less than that.

In addition, customers pi
S49.95 per month for MediaOr
Express which provides higl
speffi Internet service; and S30.5
per month for basic cable, whir
includes three paCkages, and a
additional amount per month f{
spe<::ial channels, depending 0
serVICes.

MediaOne Express month!
rate drops to S39.95 for custome
who have the standard cab
package. There afC multiple pr·
---..---~ ~fE ReM, PAcr

entire town to be wired, ~ he said.
"There's always a small percentage
of households in every communi
ty that take longer, so it's difficult
to say exactly when the whole
town will be set up. ~

RCN's policy does not allow
releasing the number of sub
scribers in a given area, Maiella
said, Each quarter, however, RCN
releases the number of subscribers
for the entire company as part of
its earnings statement.

"RCN has seen a strong
response to our services here in
Arlington,· he said. NWe feel
things are going quite well.·

RCN prOVides customers with
multiple services and the conve
nience of dealing With one com
pany, Maiella said. Services
include phone, long distance,
cable television and Internet
access.

RCN's basic cable lineup
includes 81 channels, including
such special channels as Disney,
for which other cable providers
charge extra, Maiella said. The
entire cable lineup includes more
than 110 channels, which Malella

expect the competition allowed
by the Telecommunications Act to
bring better service and pridng
eventually, the change is not
going to happen overnight, he
said.

"Billions of dollars have to be
spent to upgrade systems before a
lot of customers will see the bene
Hts of competing providers," he
said. "Here in the Boston area,
however, it's already happening."

Minervini said he has been told
by RCN executives that Arlington,
because it is the first town to nego
tiate a contract with RCN, Is
receiVing berrefits no other com
munity will ~ able to get.

What residents get
According to James Maiella Jr.,

director of public relations for the
company, RCN has almost com
pleted Its wiring for the entire
town. The first customer received
service in October.

Currently, Malella said, 80 per·
cent of the town is wired for ser
vice, a percentage he feels is an
excellent start.

NVery shortly, we expect the

ItCN, fROM PAGE 1

for the schools for technology
equipment; free Intemet acce'Ss
for aU public schools and libraries
and the Community Safety BuUd
ing for fOUf years; 50 cents per
su~riber at this time and 5 per
cent of gross revenue if federal law
changes and lifts the limit towns
can receive from cable providers
which the town puts into Its Gen
eral Fund; and a commiunent to
convert the fonner Dallin Library
into a local access station, saving
the town substantial costs for ren
ovation.

The malor benefits RCN pro-
vides, according to the contract
signed on Aug. 25, 1998, are: fiber
wiring to 27 public buildings at no
cost; savings of approximately
$250,000 In wiring costs; a brand
new phone system for the town,
also using fiber wiring, which
reduces Arlington's phone budget
by some $30,000; and 5 percent of
gross revenue on March 15 of each
year.

In addition, the town's contract
with RCN requires that it offer ser
vice to all residents despite the
fact that RCN, an open video sys
tem (OV5), is not reqUired by law
to do so because it is a franchise.

RCN will proVide a video distri
bution center at the high school,
valued at some S60,OOO; 40 IBM
compatible computers, worth
approximately S4O,000; $30,000
in books and information materi
als for the school media centers;
and money for landscaping and
fencing for RCN boxes at the mid
dle school.

The competition for customers
that is emerging in the Boston
area is unlike anyth.ing going on
in the rest of the country, said
Richard D. Jenkinson, director of
communications and public
affairs for MediaOne's northeast
regton. Although people can

'~U'O"HU~"""'C,",,, ", m, ...~;

TheArlington
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RCN, MediaOne head-to-head
in bid for town's cable customers
RCN, FROM PAGE 12

mlum service packages offering
substantially lower rates, Jenkin
son said, when customers sign up
for several cable packages called
NexlV.

What's the difference?
Jenkinson said it's too early to

tell what kind of competition
RCN poses for MediaOne.

MedlaOne has not altered Its
marketing efforts since RCN began
wiring in Arlington, Jenkinson
said. A few years ago MediaOne
started upgrading all cable net
works to fiber optic systems,
spending approximately $1 billion
in New England alone, he said.

ItArlington was upgraded to a
broadband network a few years
ago to prepare for the competi
tion," he said.

RCN and MediaOne proVide
comparable cable services, he
said, with a few differences.
According to the listings, RCN
has a few more stations but
MediaOne carries more local
broadcasters, such as New Eng
land cable News.

Admittedly, Jenkinson said,
MediaOne owns a large percent
age of New England Cable News

and has exclusive rights to offer it
to customers.

According to Malella, Congress
has "cracked down" on exclusivi
ty, and RCN has access to most
things customers want, with a few
minor exceptions.

When customers compare
entire packages - which include
telephone, Internet and cable ser
vice - they'll begin seeing
MediaOne has the better dis
counts, Jenkinson said.

For example, early in 1999,
MedlaOne will begin offering its
customers a new phone service

Ultimately, Jenkinson said, the
choice customers make between
MediaOne and RCN will come
down to pricing and customer
service. "Some customers may be
willing to pay an extra dollar or
two a month in exchange for bet
ter service," he said. "We feel
MediaOne will proVide customers
with better service and experi
ence in the marketplace."

MediaOne prOVides customers
with excellent service, induding
a service center in Chelmsford
where local employees proVide
assistance, Jenkinson said.

MediaOne decided to close its
Arlington office a year ago and

build a local cable station in town
instead, Jenkinson said. The cus
tomer service office in Chelms
ford handles calls 24 hours a day,
seven days a week, he said.

"We've been doing business in
Arlington for years," Jenkinson
said. "We feel we are well posi
tioned and offer a very competi
tive package."

Maiella, however, claims cus
tomers will find RCN offers more.

"Our basic plan is to proVide
better services over a better net·
work for a better price," he said.
"That's true for one of our services
and it's true for multiple ser
vices."

The robust network, Maiella
said, is what allows RCN to pro
vide customers with superior ser
vice. The fiber optic network, he
said, offers the highest commu
nications system that exists.

In addition, Maiella said, RCN
establishes a local presence in its
communities, which it has done
in Arlington with the Massachu
setts Avenue customer service
center. "Our goal is to establish
the largest customer base possi
ble," he said. "And the way we do
that is by offering the customer a
choice."



Dedham and HeN to meet over cable

stltVlHQ TIlt Htl"Of'fS(T VA.U£Y COMMUNmts Of DEDHAM, HOI!:WOOD, WA.lPOU: MiO WESTWOOD

rnaay, May 28, 1999

peny to provide a publicly listed
phone number with wait and trans·
fer times ofno more than 30 seconds
It also requires the company to
"maintain sufficient customer ser
vice representatives to answer all
subscriber calls."

Moloney said Dedham's location
next to NOf\Vocx1 gives the company
incentive to complete negotiations
quickly so they can rev.rire the entire
region all at once.

Jenlcinson. "What happened is we
moved. the Disney Channel back to
the basic tier on a region wide basis,
because customers wanted more
family packaging. This is not a
response to competition, necessarily,
but a preparation for oompetition.
We have to add value to our product
in the telephone and Internet mar
ket place. This is a continuous
improvement effort."

HeN's contract requires the com·

CO'~~!\'''II v M·.\II~I'''I·r~ t"()~tI'A~Y

~

Previously, YOJ1 had to stay home
from 8:30 a.m. to 1 p.m. (to wait for
a service man). Can you afford to
take an entire morning off in your
business?"

Committee member Marie
ulUise Kehoe said Media One has
also improved customer service,
which has been a problem in the
past.

'That wasn't the result of RCN,"
said Media One spokesman Rick

Media One in Dedham upgraded to
fiber optic cable in late 1996.

Media One's most basic package
offers 17 channels for $6.04 per
month. These are broadcast televi
sion and local aceess channels.

Media One aubscribers can also
""",ive 60 channels for $29.68 a
month end 100 channels for $71.63
per month.

Media One also provides high
speed Internet semce and is
preparing tI> come in with telephone
service. Moloney said both RCN end
Media One will offer more discounts
to subscribers who take all three
services. She said the committee is
trying to negotiate a free Internet
channel for each classroom in
Dedham's seven schools. Currently,
Media One rou"'s In"'rnet only to
school auditoriums.

But several committee members
said ReN's presence at the table has
already brought improvements
from Media One.

"M soon as we started negotiating
~1th RCN, Medis One put the
Disney Channel in their basic
package: Moloney said. "And Media
One just picked up the Travel
Channel, which is also on basic end
cost free. RCN has the Food
Channel end Media One does not."

"Media One has much improved
their window of service," said com
mittee member Susan O'Leary.
"Now, they offer a twlrhour window.

5',«w"r~("

By Shawn Michael Smith

DEDHAM - The Residential
Cor.un.unications Network may not
be qui'" the whi'" knight in Dedham
:.hat it was in NOlV:oo::l, but Cable
Renewal Ad....ison· Committee memo
lx-rs ~ee the benefits of competition
in the arrival of the new cable
pro....'ider.

Committee members Tuesday
night scheduled a face-to-face nego
tiation session for JU11e 9 after find·
ing some confusing passages in
RO,ts license application. But corn·
:TlJt'"ke Chainnan Nancy Moloney
~~cS the completion of negoria
~ions within a matter of months. She
srt.id RCN .representatives hope to
nil\'e the town wired with a new
0lble network within a year.

ReN made waves in Norwood. this
month when its representatives
clinched a lO·yeer contract that
promises subscribers 100 channels
:or 524.95 a month. Norwood
Cablevision currently supplies 50
channels for $60, according to
C"0;don Smith, a fonner cable com·
mission chainnan in NOrNood"

Committee Chairman Nancy
:-roloney said RCN still has not set
tled on specific rates and service
paclul.ges, but she said the newcom
"r's product ...:ill be similar w that
p"l'ided in Dedham by Media One.
Unlike Cablevision in NOrJJood,
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RCN lays cable,
MediaOne enters
telephone arena

As the town's fi~l cable OJmpetilor
builds its network. lhe established
cable franchise will take 00 !he ICIc
"",,","""'"Y.

Me.fuQne announced that starting
this vveek it will offer local telephone
service, challenging Bell Atlantic's
11lO1lOpoly in the town. Meanwhile.
~on approval from me Town
Council Tue.<.day night to begin under
ground "'.. iring so it can complete its
rlt'.lW<'lIt by the early fall.

The expan~ion of McdiaOnc's dig;
tal telephone servia: fulfills the poten
lial of!he federal Telccommunications
Act of 1996. which was intended 10

encourage compelition between
telecommunications companies for
telephone. cable and Internet cus
tome~. MediaOne spokesman Rick
Jenkinson said

\\'hc>n RCN h-comes an effa>
live competitor of MediaOne, the
franchise's cable rates will be
deregulated, Jenkinsoo said.

''Coogress wanled telecommu
nications companies to let the mar·
ketplace dictate prices and pro
gramming and give consumers
more choices," he said.

Residential Communications
NetWOrk is a Princeton, NJ., com
pany offering cable. telephone and
Intemel. services in the Boston aIea

in ajoint venture with BOSlon &li·
son. Town Manager Michael
Driocoll approved an Open Video
Systemcontraet with RCN inJanuary.

The telo::ommunications :.::t creat·
ed the OVS option to create competi~

tion in cable markets quickly. An OVS
does nOl have 10 go through lhe
process of negotiating a franchise,
Vthich can take y~, before it enle~ a

"Every time you dig
someone's street, it is a
hassle. No one is happy

about it. But the alternative
is to ask the town to place

more poles. No one wants to
seethal"
Barry Maffini,

manager of public ways for RCN

",mmunnl'.
RCN will offer 80 channels for a

basic rate of $27.95. Customers can
receive greater savings by pun:hasing

a package of IWO or more services
RCN "bundles" cable, Internel and
telephone services for consumers
MediaOnc has a basic rate of .$2892

for 70 channels, and il also offer;
Internet service.

Progress comes with a price. In
order to meet its construction
goals, RCN will have 10 dig up
residential streets 10 lay its wire:.
RCN's underground wiring in
Somerville and Brookline have
created Iraffk: headaches.

However, Barry Maifini, man·
agerofpublic ways for RCN, said
Watenown's project win involve
less street work than other com
munities, because most of the
wiring will be strung from tele
phone poles. The fum has already

started overhead wiring throughOUl
the town. It will dig up streets where
no telephone poles are present, he
said.

"Every llnle you dig ,>omeonc',
street, it is a hassle," Maffini said. ")\', 1

ooc is happy about It. BUIll1c aJlem;,
live i~ I'J a~k the 10\0,11 10 place mol1..'
pole~ No one want, 10 see that ..

lr.e choice belwcen overhead aflJ
underground \l,'iring dcpcnd~ on th"
pasl practice of lhe communi!}
Somerville had more undergrounJ
infr<:slruclurl\ so RCN focu-.ed on
cUlting imo SlfCCl~ and placing cun·
duits underground, Maffini said

RCN laid 4,025 feet of fiber opuc:
cable on North Beacon Slrcet wIK:n
the town reconslI\Icted the streel h
merely a~ked the council for pcmli,>
sion 10 usc that cable Tuesday night
TIle eompany will place wire on re~1

denlial ~lreeb off Norlh Ik<lc:ol1
SlfCl't. fmm North Bc..:lCon Coun I"

Bay Strcct Those I:OnslruuiOl1 pro
jects involve the inslallalion 01

hel'o\lCCO 85 and 429 ICel of l:Ooouit
RCN also won approval 10 plall

776 feel of wire on Mount Auburn
SlreCland 160 fccl on SumtrerSlJCCI
It will insL:l11 85 feel and 4S f<X1 al P<.II·
len Jnd GarflCld streclS. Maffmi s.JiJ
the wiring of Moullt Auburn Slre':l
will be al two locations. one n":<.Ir
Summer SifCl'l .uK! the other dlr-...: tu
Willnul5ll\'.e1

Councilor r,1I11 Denning said hl:!w'
1\.'l'Ciwd <.I c:oupk of LUlnplJ.inb <I{'OUI

RCI\' plaL'illl:! wirino; on h:kph\lno:
poles wilhout illfolllling re:sidcllb

Maffini could nOl ~ay ..... hcn ....('n
Sll\lclion will begin. e~U::pt lhal il \l,111
be soon, Public WQlt..s SUflL'linlCndcnt
Gcr:lJd Mcc said his department "ill
drop nicrs in the ncighhorhQ{w,h
where conslruction will take plal·c.
notifying Ie>idenlS when tb:: prop,:\.,
will slart. He said RCN will hl"
responsible fOf filling in trenChes aflCr
it excavate-s~s for wiring.

The real competition may nOl Ix
between MediaOoe and RCN. hut
bctween MediaOnc and Bell AllanlK;
MediaOne merged with AT&T six
week.s ago and is offering telepllooc
service 10 an increasing number ul
communilies. And Bell Allanlic "
going after ModiaOnc'~ a.L~tomer.; It
i, working with DirecllV to proVide
residenls wilh salellite telcvision
lcnkinson s.:lid.

RCN will ,,1s<)g'l alter Bell Allall\"
CU;ilotren.. lbc finll has '>OUght tek
phone and Internet hu,ines,> in th,'
communitic'i when: il is already eslal">
lished. hccausc lho.'>c service'> oIT\'!
the most prufit. Jcnkin,*~\ said

A hillion--<lnllar invc,stillent in [ito,:l
optics allows Medi£l11C ((1 olTer lek
phone -.ervin:. Waten,)wn re'ld-:nh
c<.In huy Iheir lucal Sef\H:1.' 1m ;1
lllomhly rolle uf $~A\}5 "Bulklllll;:'
thc SCn-IC":S CI\'<lte~ \iIVlllgs lor 11k'

CIl'-t'IIlICf' 'n""y CUI ;11", lIu)' 11\(~'md

SCf\'K'e I," ~"2'J"5. $:!.() Ie" th:ln "t'd'
il wnuld co\! ;11'1111.'. knklll">lm s.:1I\1
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Town poised to license
both RCN, Cablevision

Fn--,~, ~ ''":;iJ,r c-

By Clay GoUobin "~, ' lh~'col11mjuce's lack or progress
SI>.Ff WRITER "'I'." moving very slowly:' he ",uti

SUDBURY - Although (Wo RCN was sent a contrad plOpoS'JI.
cornpcung cable providers promised {Q whIch it responded, Larmer said
rc.sidems a year ago they would soon The town hasn '( gonen back to the
be able to surf the [ntemet at close to company since then
light speeds, negotiations between Cablevision's contract expires in
Sudbury's Cable Television Com- April20cx) and renewal of ilS license
miuee and the two companies have is virtually assured, barring any
slowed to a crawl. "egregious ace' on ilS part, Lopater

Cablevision and Residential CQm~ said.
municatigQS N."DVOIT iRCN) made Committee Chairman Jacob Kuyk-
their pitches to the committee last endall said the town is dose to move
June: Cablevision trying to get its ment on both fronts.
contract renewed, and RCN hoping "We are in the process of issuing a
to be allowed into town. draft license to RCN," Kuykendall

The committee expects.to issue li~ said '-nutt should be ready to issue
censes- to both providers. within the next 10 days."

Conunittee member Hans Lopater A draft license for Cablevision
said he has been d~nted with CABLE. (e"J,age "10

Competing cable could arrive in two years
CABLE, from page 1
could be issued in 45 to 60 days.

Even if RCN's license is issued
quickly, it will be nearly two years be
fore Sudbury residents actually have a
choice between cable providers.

"Assuming we get a contracl with
RCN within the next two and a half
to lhree months, they would slart
building and the process is expected
lo take from a year to a yeM and a
half:' Kuylcendall said.

Messages left for RCN spokesmen
this week were not returned by press
time.

David Green. Cablevision's dire(;
tor of community and public affairs,
said his company met with the Cable
Television Conunittee in early
March and the ball is now in their
COUll,

''I'm waiting to hear from the town
of Sudbury," Green said. "We're
ready to go. We're rebuilding the sys
tem regardless of the comract."

Over the nexl year, he said, the sys
(em will be expanded lo 110channels
and high-speed cable modem access.

Sudbury needs lo decide whal it
wants and how much it's willing to
pay, Green said.

"In Framingham and Hudson.
where we've just concluded negotia~

tions and have a new contract," he
said., "the focus is on education."

Green said Cablevision could pro
vide the town such services as inter
net access in the schools, television
production education, and an institu
tional network.

'These all cost various amounts of
money," he said. "What we need to
hear from Sudbury is what its priori
ties are."

While the cable conunittee has
been exploring several options, he
said it hasn't given Cablevision any
specific direction.

'''There are some people in Sudbury
that want the whole town wired,"
Green said.

Cablevision has wired 98 percent
of the town and the remaining two
percent is rural and so far away from
the provider's plants that lO extend
service to them would drive up ev
eryone else's rates, according to
Green.

Kuykendall said the town would
reap benefits from roth companies.

From Cablevision, he expects an
upgrade of the public access studio at
Uncotn·Sudbwy Regional .High
School. RCN may build an "I-Net" a
network offibcr optic cables connecl
ing lown buildings, allowing the lown
ha<; high-speed communications at a

lower cost than it is currently paying,.
"What the I-Net would do would

carry all the official traffic between
the buildings, so there wouldn't be a
need to pay a monthly fee," Kuyk
endall said. "Right now, the conne(>
tion is a very low speed and very ex
pensive for the bandwidth that they're
getting."

TIle town cwrently uses dala lines
leased· from BeU Atlantic, according
to Mark Thompson.. the town's tech
nology administrator.

"We're looking to have that upgrad
ed, right now, because the connection
is so slow," he said.

He estimated the town could save as
much as $1,000 a month as well as
upgrade the Inlemet speed by more
than 10 times by switching to the fiber
optic lines.

TIle perks that come with signing a
contract with RCN isn't the only rea
son for bringing in a second provider.
however. Introducing RCN would
provide Cablevision with competi
tion, which Kuykendall said would
help keep Cablevision's rates down

"Since we don't have any effect
over what they charge, the only way
wccan effectiveiy keep down rates is
to introduce competition," Kuyk
endall said.

..It appears we're nO( moving very
fast, 001 the whole thing is gauged on
the Cablevision conuaet."


